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Last fall the University of Texas Press published , v

[ 3
a book entitled Exploring .the Johnson Years,
{ .

fifth Ehapter was my essay on thé evolution

and its

of,federal

égeducatioq policy durfng the Johnson administration.

A}

wa|years before, I had been invited by the Johnson

.Fouqdation-~specifica11y by the symposium's director

. .

[
v

A. Divine—to write an essay on quite a different .

topic, collecciveﬁvqolence. In my previous

and the planned anthology's editor, historian Robert .

eight

books and£§wo dozen or so articles I had 'claimmed to

~ T , -
know SQpething about southern history and politics,

. race relations, desegregation, civil;fights,

£

collec-

tive- violence, and related topics that centered on .

the Second Récoﬁstr&ction of the 1960s. -But I had

about the history of education. Now here I

~

never heretofore claimed to.know gnything special

'
~

am, on

.thé podium at the ARRA — like a lawyer representing ‘ \\

Y . S

£ 0b

—

-

the. Uyndon Johnson Foundation.

- . _ - B .

*The author gratefully acknowledges the research
- Jsupport of the National Irfstitute of Education and-



himse&f,;who'hence has a fool fotr a client. Unlike
my\distinggished University of Maryland colleague,
Donald Wérfen,l am a minister i;,the history of y .

education almost without portfolio. Worse, as a "

historian of education and of the second reconstruc-

tion generally, I am lackihg Wagren's approximate \

- N * ; 4
century of perspective and research on the events

Ea

‘I .seek to‘intérpret.

But we contemporary historians of the 1960s do

>

) 8 .
have at least a decade or two of perspective, and
. |
most of the arcHtval evidence concerning the develop-

yVa

ment of federal education policy during the 196Qs
is open in Boston and Austin and Washington. So twa.
years ago I persuaded the NIE to award me a research

grant to dig into those archives,'and three months
\ -~
ago I pﬁesented a paper at the annual meetlng of ‘the
¢ - '
: - - ¢ . .
American Historical Association in Los Angeles that

-

_.represented ‘a preliminary and somewhat speculative

*

. v i
report on that -research. But that paper was 40 pages -
N\

long. and contained more than 50 rather long footnotes ;

I had to‘present ig orally b& starting in the middle.

a

I shall not try to do that sort of formal analysis

here today. g

Instead, I want first to comment somewhat-editorially

’f;n the research and the interpretation that we have

received to date on the dramatic development of

4

L a——————




federaf edugation policy during Qhe 19Q0i. Then

I will advancg several tentative and probably ‘ N
controversial iﬁterpretations of these events, which
cluster around the 1965 "breakthrough" of ESEA aﬁd
HEA, and include thelr associated programmatic
conponents through 1969 In doing S0, I w111 flrst
suggest three ways. in which the arch;val ev1dence
requires a4 revised }nterpretatlon of ,those events.

Then iAwill speculate that eﬁhaqced historical

perspective, as brief as it must be since those
. -

programs began, calls, for a re-examination based

upon what we Know about their implementation an%,
evaluation. I also will try to be coﬁci%e, and
in doing-so I will consciously forfeit many' of

the customary cautious, scholarly qualifications.

And I will Rinimize the footnotes. ?

- .. v, « \
II e

N .

This introduction, then, leaves me witHh three( -

remaining sections of my paper, each:with several

brief ar guments to make. The first section concerns
]
the extant body.of literature on’ the evolutlon of

fedetral educatiop policy during the "1960s,” which has

‘strengtHs that are m&reobvious thantits weaknesses,

. . . A A
which grow more obvious.with’'time. The strength

of this body of social science scholarship is that -
: . .

1

these helpful books -- by such, respected- social

y

M



analysts as Stephen Bailéyg Edith Mosher, Eugene
E;denberg, Roy Mo;ey, Norman Thomas2 & ve¥e prompt
and‘contemporéry assessments, researched and written
by scholar—practitioqpr& who 'enjoyed privileged

access to policy actors whose memories were fresh.
These studies were largély extérnal analyses of
congressional, agenqu and constituent group behavior
Their case study methéds'combihed legistative hearings
of agen@y and irterest group testiﬂony wiéh customaril&
anonymous inhterviews, which sought.to maximize candor *
by maskihglsources. Their weakneSSes,.then, mirrored
their strengths, in that such contemporary Bortrdits

.o - : ‘
inescapably lacked the perspective that oply time

could bring, their anonymous.interviews blocked the
* '

evidential specﬁficity that historians demand, and

dic qualiéy of their‘case 'studies

P

the somewhat epis

encouraged discontinuity of péécess and a short-ranged
view of policy evolution. ¥

They generally shared another weakness, one more

policy_ —bﬁubstantive than research procedural

their adthors tended to share editorial or ideoligical

biases in favor 'of federal intervention. Indeed,

most students of the federal role in education,

Donald Warren certalnly 1nc1uded have\generalzggﬁe—

’blored its belated- and "half-hearted lnterventlon.‘

Warren would, 1ndeed, §nfozg§ 1t.3 1 sympathize




represents a bibllographlc burst of the late 19603,

with much'of thisg argument—A how could‘I”not? I h ’

attended public schools in my native Arkansas and -,
& * ’

in Tennessee that were rac1a11y segregated by- state’

law and xalso by federal judicial decree. My high
Y -

e D 5 S
- school graduation ptesent was’ Brown V. Board_of, .

Education, but it was too late to have“any impact .
B ' < ’

. T
on my own Jim Crow schoolfhg., I submit, hoyever,

‘ ~ b “-/ - :/
that whlle much of the federal intervention in the
3 v L4
Second "Reconstruction. has been salutory, especially
~ . “ . - \

irf regard to what "Doc" Howe’ called the ”thinés”§
B ;

}programs, like fedefal school constructlon loans .

- and grantsj it has ﬁlso ranged toward the was;e{ul )

N . //
and evén occasionally the disastrous, especially” ™

e =~ b
Y

concerning &Hat Howe called the 'people'" programs,

Tike ESE%.' a Tltle I,and bilingual education. I

»

shall refurn to that edisorial argument at the end

H . -
!“ - /

of my paper. " . - . ‘ "

4,

The publlshed I'fterature on federal 1n1tiat1ves N

k’ \ ] L)

in educatlon policy durlng the Second Reconsxructlon

« >

with very llttle_follow—up "Most of it rests on the

r o
tocial science'model of research in contemporary . b

‘published sougces 'plus anonymous 1nterv1ews, and much

- 4
. . (

"of it .centers on, the controversial role of the L -

1

Gdrdner task force in polrcy form'ulatlon.4 This,‘ '

.\

11teratura %eflects a consensual v1ew tha.t four




- ’ 6
_circumstances coalesced in 1964-65 to make p0551b1e

’ Johnson's Great ‘Society breakthrough with tHe 'ESEA

) and the HEA of 1965. First, and.most obvious,‘is

the Democratice landslide in 1964, which, added 38

) . new Democratlc seats. in the House and two in the

o Senate, and effectively breke the Kennegy stalemate.
Sedond, the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had at least

. i 4 & . .
temporarily defused the race or school desegregation Coy

-
~

“issue. Third, the bitterness of the church-state

b . . . .
dispute had been considerably/ reduced by the Johnson ‘

admiant}aeion's adroit combirdation of negotiation
that offered‘Catﬁplicsilimiéed gains .under the

1 Everson formula of a1d to the Chlld ot the school,

* and that overall appeared more attractlve to combatant

\
groups on both sides than continued mutual veto and

recrimination. Fourth, in addition to this potential

"lpolitical, racial, and religious accommodation, there. .

.
N & was fokmer school-teacher Lyndon B. Johnson's passjon=

. 5 .
ate-faith, which was at-~ enceé naive and touching, 'in "~ = - .

o Ll

the panacean powers of education as the be;t passport

he ’ r

P . . . ) /
out Qf poverty > Given this magic constelLation of

‘.  stars in fleetlng allgnment,,C melot came not with, *
John F.'Kennedy, but with Lyndon Johnson -- for one . .
. J ’ ) ’ w» : N
.brief shining momégpt in the middle 1960s. , C e
. . R . 1 ©x St
IFL . . ) LN Z'

fa 5 L3

- ’ . e~

L " The standard literature so fully expliéates these

—
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- - ; . ‘ .. M \‘-( ,
political, racial, religious, and personal factbrs,
that one may safely take JUdiClal notice of them. 6

But I will argue in thlstseeeﬁdxsection of ‘my paper/

«

that the arch1va1 ev1dence and broader secondary

Ay

analysis call for mew: atbention to three add1t10na1
, .

“and little *ppreciated c1rcumstances surroundlng

tht breakthrough events of 1964 65, and powerfully

3

shaped their consequences., First, I want to deflect
attention away from the Congress and HEW and.even ',

from/the white House staff toward the trategicﬂ
but customarily obscuraiposition of the Budget

I A vy .
Bureau, and éspecially toward its d1st1notively

cynicai attitude ;oward many:of the‘line agencies,’

particularly those regarded as captive of their~‘

H

tlientele groups~—-like Labor, ‘Commerce,. and

Agriculétre-—-and most espec1a11y of ald toward

N
HEW and USOE. * In developing educational polxcyx

the Bureau s strateg}c position was 1nd1v1dua11y

-

obcupied by- Wilhagm B Cannony . who was Chief of the -

Budget Bureau S, Education, Manpower, and Sc1ences W7

.®1v1slon,‘and who was executive gsecretary for the

éardner task force of 1964 and the Friday task f0r1;

14

of 1966-67, and who ilséisat on Keppel' s 1mportant

1nteragency Lask force§196'5 7 In his capacity

as staff director for the Johnson administration' s
¢

two major outside policyAQ/anning task forces on

tidn, Cannopn and hence the Bureau enjoyed a .




-

v . 8
substantial measuyre of initiative and' control over ,

the agenda and rnformatioﬁ flow of)ihe part—the N

ta§k force, which typically met twice a month for

flve or six monthg’ and Cé%non did mucﬁ of the early o

)

e
- N ’

= Zreport drafting. ’ . A .

*

This process of policy evoluti&n was sJ complgx

A

R ¥ S,
and the archival documentation is so extensjve that
Q- - . ' - '

g : only a summary assessment of the Bureau®s role can
be attempted here. But basically, the Budget Bureau's -

senior staff deeply resented the1r relegatlon during

*

the Elsenhower administration to the role of federal

"green-gyeshades'~ accountants, and they respondea to-

- I

'{the'Kennedy Jnitiative to get the couhtrj "moving .
agaln”'by engineering an enthusiastic and smooth (

\
tran51tion in 1960-61, and by strengfﬁenlng the1r

3

‘tenewed policy planning function throughout the .

Kennedy administration: This momentum carried the

Bureau's" 1n1t1at1ve 1n_policy formulation through .

-

~4

. the crucial early years of. the Johnson admlnlstratlon,’

-

: ,when the superstructure for the Great Society was

\ -

"being Qe51gned.' Of the 14 leglslatlve task forces
of 1964, which Johnson created in" almost pardn01c
secrecy—to programmetically/transform Kenntdy s Neu:

Frontier into LBJ's Great Society,tthe‘Budget Bureau
- . o -
provided the executive seFretary'and staff coordinating

function for all but two (one of which was dropped {

"
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) anyway) . ° ; | !
- Tn' the case, of educatlon, which . ranked .very high . .

on gbhnson s leglslatlve agenda, Cannon S leverage

was egtraordlnary-—-partly because he got glong so .

famously with Johp Gardner,, and partly because he ~

N // controllled the logistics® and agenda of a W1de1y
. . 3 . g

N * dispersed, part—time group of, palicy advisors, one

-

: . < . R :
that contained such oveércommited lum aries as Clark

re -

Keﬁr David Rlesman, Francis Keppel Jame¥® Allen, L
Sidney Morland, Time edltor Hedley Donvvan, Polhr01d
president Edwin Land. The upshot of this strategic \

\ positioning of the Bureau\staff was thdt, in the case .

N ! , )

‘ ; of educ%&ﬁoﬁx Cannon's searing contempt for USOE as -
LN =

. an ”1ncompetent stodgy agency with no program except

) ' that furnlshed by outside bureauératlcs, 9 comblned
th thexoutslde task force s freedbm from Washington's

bureaucratlg inertia to ‘help dreate, in ESEA's tltles

RS III (supplementary educatlonal centers) and IV
Ty
Y (educat%onal research and development laboratorles),
-

Ewo conscidusly sugxgzslgg models of federal interven-
iy tion 1n'educat10n. Budgetarlly, they of ‘course pale
- (whuktuQ, aio frrﬂrdretaﬂj JUbNE s it a

2 before Title I)Xbut their exidtence symbollzed the

A d
LA
Bureau's assessmeént of US E as a hopelessly hlde~
- *

bound bureaucracy. Indecd, Cannon appears to have

* 4 !

-

regarded the Bocal pubiic school 'systems themselves

.

a3 . as largely hope]ess,/}jke USOE. The Gardner report

’\“ ‘. - . , ]




his;orymcan and should more fully inPerm the abundant

— N\
Budget Director Charles Schultze to Johnson. They [

) - . . .-

. 4 ’
Bureau s obscured role, and Cannon's leadérship in

_particulqr, because I want to suggesL how arch1va1

- . ;
and too often selaserving public record that Congrgss

4

" and -the eXecutive agencies continually generate. But C

- ‘

my sécond set of circumstances, whiclh so crucially -

”

conditioned the breakthrough events of the midsixties, ' ¢

involved less personality and bureaucrat}c strutture

’ it . R ’

than. a magic moment of fiscal and budgetary happen-

AN . E Lo ‘ _—
stance. _Ln discussing this, I will adlude to only

three documents. The first- two are memoranda .from
Gardner Ackley, chairman of the Council of Economic, *° .

AN \
Adv1sors, to Presldcnt Johnson‘?and th;rd 1s prm

S 7 .
. . . . /
range, in excruciating brevity“and agony, from boom-

- ] - ]
to bust. N :

\ — . ,
on June 2, 1965, Ackley wrote Johnsonnthat'the CEA

- -

had met with e€ight of 1ts senior academic consultants

\
)

and all agreed that in light of a slowing growth rate,

"they WOuld 11ke to see more flscal stimulus in earlj

,ﬁ' ~

196§. In ‘any case, they urged _a _strongly expansionary

budget for fLscai_}967. On this -note tﬁe budgetarlly

-

<
huge and fiscally redistributionist ESEA aqd HEA went

’roaring.tnrough: But by December of'1965, Ackley was
. -~ » . L4

‘ ~ . .
calling for %g signtgicant tax_increase. « .to prevent

\ - ‘ \ - . . ' { l V - 7
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an intolerable «degree of inflationary pressure."l. ‘B-

By the fall of.1966,'with rising inflation and

: Vietnam eXpenditures whipsawing the adhinistration,

L &

‘Budget Director: Charles Schultze wrote the Présidert

1

to warn about one, m%Jor budgeg problem that stood out
w%\ﬁ

above‘all others: o - T o

[That problem is simply . that we dre not able to_
ggnd adequately the 'new Great Soc1ety prog;ams
y the.same time, States,-c1t1es, depressed .
areas and dndividualls have been led to expect
immediate delivery of benefits from Great Society
"programs to a degree that is not realistic.

This leads to frustration’ loss of credibility,
and even deterioration of ‘State and local N

Serv1cesﬂa%/they hang back on making normal
t

/

»

ommitments in order to apply fox Federal ai -1

which does not materialize. B%S_log) queuing,
and griping build up steadlly

Schultze was especially concerned because the burgeon-

ing staff of‘JoseQE“Califano, pho had replaced Bill

. Moyers as the ranking presidential aide .in July of

leglslatlve proposals that would attract congresslonal

1965, had cranked up the task force machinery to a

.

(Y

fever pitch, thereby generatlng a profusxon of new

o ¢ b

and clientele suppoﬂt in a perlod of 1ncrea§1ng fiscal

deterloratlon that was .certain to underfund exven the’

existing Great Soﬁieny programs L LT

A ' "
...we are now in the process of developlng a
wide range of new legislative proposals....
Adequate futiding of already authorlzed .Great
Society programs will be a verw tough problem |
even_ if there are no_new programs ++.in the '
present budgef situation I see very lltLle hope
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¢ ' ‘an intolerab1e<degree of inflationary pressure.“
. " . © T : ' A
- ’ By the fall of 1966, with rising inflation and

- Vietnam eXpenditures whipsawing the adhinistration,

] L

’ ‘Budget Dxrector Charles Schultze wrote the Présidert

1

to warn about one, m%Jor budgeg problem that stood out

Y x) - MJ% J
) . above all ‘others: " .- T o
N Ve , ) - ]
S .7 . " That problem is simply - .that we dre not able to_
. T ggnd adequately the *new Great Sociéty programs.
! the.same time, States, cifies, depressed . ;

areas and dndividual's have been led to expect

immediate delivery of benefits from Great Society

! - "programs to a degree that is not realistic.
This leads to frustrationt loss of credibility, .
and even deterioration of ‘State and local N

. Serv1cesﬂas/they hang back on making normal

%7 ommitments in order to apply fo§ Federal ai -

‘ which does not materialize. B%g 103, queuing,

and griping build up steadlly

Schultze was especially concerned because the burgeon-
ing staff of JoseQBuCalifano, who had replacéd'Blll
. Moyers as the ranking presidential aide .in July of

. - 1965, had cranked up the task force machinery -to a . /

# fever pitch, thereby generatlng a profusxon of new

1egis1at1ve proposals that would attract congressional

- ' N

-and clientele suppoﬂt in a perlod of 1ncrea§1ng @ascal

deterloratlon that was .certain to underfund even the’
exlstlng Great Soﬂiety programs L -
P .
- ...we are now in the process of developlng a
( C. ) . wide range of new legislative proposals.

ddequate futiding of alrfady authorlzed Great
Society programs will be a verw tough problem
even_if there are no_new programs ...in the
present budgef situation I see very little hope

cant expenditure buildup on

.
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‘ existing Great Sociefty programs. ., As 1 '

e et e o s

- see it, the situati will get worse_ instead

~ —— et ot et iy P et g e s e s

of better unless we decide to digest what_we
" .already h

have von_odr plate before -reaching for
: more. We should be. extremely selective in

- e et o i . et —— s —

Yet' while Schultze was writing, twelve new outside
. . . . 14 ) ' .
task forces, including Wilkiam Fridayﬂs‘task force - -~

on education, and gélinteraggﬁcy task forces, (&

including Keppel's on education, were brain-storming
toward new proposalis, while the reﬁently enacted’

Great Society'pﬂ@grams were already beginning to
la] ¢

starve. . . S . )
»n s - M \

"l:; ‘e

Recalling Califano':ﬂ;?sk force operationodf
196 ;;Budget Bureau's

old Seidman, whg ﬁad been

4

White House Liaison/for Donald Price's 1964 outside~

'

task force on government reorganization, complai¥ned °

that: _ ] .

). Task forceitis ran rampant. At least forty-=
five task forces weére organized ‘in the fall
of 1966. Papers were circulated on an 'eyes

only' basis and when agency people were
‘included on the task forces they were reluc-
tant to tell even their bosses about what

they were doing. The fask force opération

bred a miasma of suspicionm and distrust 14
without preoducing very much that was useable.

o1 '
Seidman ig¢ basieally right about Callifano's — and,
ultimately pf courée, Johnson's — abuse of the task ’
force device, with 46 in 1966 and 35 in 1967 Busily

generating program propoéals while Vietnam and inflation

> #




¥
N T
&;ippled the buﬁget, and fhe ghetto and campgs
Be?hficiaries of the Great Society progfams began .
‘I‘to riot. But it is here that the historian*s sense
of the un%quenesé of time and circumstance must assert

itself. For to generalize abstractly about the

utility of the' task force device is to commit a

- 5 -

social science. Far wiser is the immortal observa-

tion of Chief Dan George — that '"Sometimes the magic
‘ . . : . ]
works, sometimes it doesn't." The magic worked x,

" for John Gardnetr in 1964-65. In 1966, a sea change
quietly'set in; Vietnam and inflation heated up,‘:

‘z' and';n the off-year elections the Republicans

gainéd 47 seags in the House and three in the Senate.
4@2 the magzc didn't work for William Friday in 4
19??—67. That sets the stage for my third and final
Js;t‘of unGsual circumstances ‘that so‘powerfulfg

. #
conditioned events during the Johnson\years, and

S ———"

it is espeéﬁglly striking because it centers on a
’ »

vast contradiction.

The files on the Friday task force on education

-

‘of 1?66—67Win the Johnson Presidedciél %i?r?ry %n
Austin and in the Natiqnaligrchives reveal an inten-
sivé effort by 14 uﬁusually talented and experienced -
people whoée 149-page report probed widely and ’
imaginatively into the problems and options of .

N

educational policy, and boldly recommended (since

5) .




; : 15

.

- they didn't .have to ?hy the bill, at least not - .

. N
directly) a '"moon shot" fqr}the poor, a doubling

of &itle Iuexpehdilures, imaginative and aggressive
methods for raéiainintegregation, and flirxted with
such novel notions *as a ‘free freshman year in ‘ ,
gollege ’Wiiliam Friday recalled-hi%étask force's
meeting with PTCSLdEUC Johnson in the White House

f

on May 20, 1967 y% Lo deliver thexr report: "We

talked about the report Yor maxpe five mf%utes,

and then he spent thé next 45'minutes talking about
s L .

Vietnam." . . .

“u, ¢

-

So the far—reachin& énd éxpensivg Friday p?oposals’

%

went nowhere. As.was his custom, Califano appointed
an interagency task force under Gardner to consider
thehFriday recommendations and price them out.

Gardner bucked the chai?panship down to Keppel's suc-
. : ,

cessor as Commissioner of Education, Harold HoWe II,

e

and .Howe reported somewhat lamely to Califano i1n an

"Eyes Only”.mehorandum of October 23, 1967 that his

task force .was so demoralized by the underfunding of*

©
i - “4V N

existing programs that. it could not faithfully recom-

ménd any of the new Friday'proposals.16 The report

o) .
itself was prefaced by an unusually candid political

3

ahalys?&QEhat denounced the growing gap between Creat

-
>

Soc;ety promises and budgetary reality, wherein

approprlatxons for education programs were often only'
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Halfwof authorizétions. Similarly,\the 1Q§8
interagency ;ask force ¢n education, nominally
- chaired by'neﬁly~?ropobed HEW Secretary Wilbur
/ ﬁéheﬁ, but actually cheiredeby Howe; recommended
full fudding for existing programs ;athef than

creating new ones - '"We have an overdose of uni?r—

funded legislation on the books:”17e~Resentment in

r .
- ~ ¢

the agencies built up over the professional trespass
of CHE\bﬁ%51de task forces, and espec1a11y over the

heavy handedness of Callfano s grow1ng staff of

, young domestic pollcy\plagners. Halperin r763$fs:
R “zeg L] . T

™ 4 ,
: I think Mr. Califano gave the impression-from
: . - afan_that he would™nly deal with Secretarties
of Departmean or-with God Almjighty--and then
only grudgingly. Califano went to great
lengths to make-decisions. I don't believVes
he checked, with the President on many key
issues. With as few people around who knew
the details of what was going on as possible,
many of the decisjons wWere made by him with
a person such as Secrxétary Gardner who did
. not really know the substance .and the detail
of many of the propos#ls and couldn't be ex-
pected to. I found that Mr. Califano was -
arrogant, uninformed; bright but exceedingly
-thin because he was spread over such a broad
area.l Y. .
. . N
By ‘1967-68, everyone was tired. oo

» L4

I had the impressiom, particularly in '67, ﬁ'

'68, of great haste,ggreat superf1c1a11€y
*And political naivete of the highest order

.the staff work of (James) Gaither and
Calirano doesn't begin to compare, for

example, to the sophistication of the staff

~ work that Mr. Cater engaged in, let's, say,
‘. in '64-'65. . 1 Have to say that by '67-'68
" + perhaps all of us were doing sloppier work.
‘We were over-eXtended, over-tired, and olr

—morale left a lot to be desired.

~
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Such exhaustion fits -comfortably with our under- .
standing of the cyclical flow and ééb 6f presidential
power. So where is the contradiction% N :
The contrac}i._c&n lies in the sustained output of
deaf Society legislﬁt%on even into the ele;enth hour'
of a lame-duck administratioﬁ, which Johnson:and his
White House staff and his task forces bushed relent- B
lessly, even in the facé of Vietnam ana sodring in-
flation and gudget.deficits and race riots and campus,
disorders. Even after Johnson announced his stunning ,
decision not to run for re-election on M;rcb 31, 1968,
‘Califano appointéd 19 interagency task forces on topics

Y
as disparate as marine science, product test informa-

: . ' : A
tion, workmen's disability income — and two more on
, N ———

\\‘ education.19 An acknowledged master of the legisla- R

i
~

tive process, Johnson was also a.master raconteur who

cherished a reQealing metaphor about the momentum of
legislative ihterest»groups. Douglass Cater recalls

. : Johnson's fdhdnéss'for the yarn about the country boy

' " who on first seeing -a locomotive, doubted that they
g p
v »uld ever get it going. But when he saw it build

up steam and roar down the track, he concluded:
. ] f"
* "They'll never stop her\yz Hence Johnson.would

.wheedle aﬁd bdg for startup_ funds for new programs .
- ]

[y

- gven while slashing the budget for established ones.

i
. -
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-) . Considér,/yg;n, the extraordinary profusion of Great

. . /
Society legislation in lame-duck 1968 in the field

L3

qf education alone, either in new programs or renew-

als: schosl breakfasts, the IndianfBiLl of Rights, o

’

e bilingual education, dropout prevention,fﬁid to
Handicapped Children, co-operative education, Networks

‘for Knowledge, callkege tutoring, Talent Search, col-
o N * A . P
lege hqQusing, Education for the Public Service,
~ . 13 .
international ed®cation, Teacher Corpsu National

.

SciencelFoundat}on, Arts and Humanities Fouddation,
NDEA, Law School Clinical Experience, HEA, Higher :

Education Facilities Act — the list ratties odv'
r .
Typically,/ﬂajor renewal programs like the wvarious

"ESEL tifles receivéd lower appropriatdons than they

had enjoyea the prévious year, but the néw programs

PN . 9 -
like bilingual and handicapped education got'their

budgetary: camel's nose into the tent.
- . . . : ~ - . 1 4
Clearly Johnson instinctively understood the coa-
. lescence of what political s¢ienti'sts had come to call
LN 2 /- P?

? . - "iron triané&esTJZI Indeed, Johnson's senior a%fe
for education, Douglass Cater, had written %ne’bf

the ma jor books on the alliance-formation process,

* §
. whereby clientele groups, forged enduring bonds of '

\ mutuafZﬁngérest Qith‘congres§iona1 subcommittees who
~ 8, ’
{authrrizqd.and funded programs affecting their interests,

&
s

g " 4 ¥ < f v ’ . 3
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. P ) .
. _ and with agency officials who ran {héﬁygz‘ The Cow
‘classtcal examplcs of 1r0n triangles are the

agrlcultural extension network and tn? Army Corps

v

of énglneers, and (pgh ‘Heclo is rlght to remind us

that the U.S. Office of Education is nét the Army

i - , [
1

WCorps of Engineers.23 But we know from the.exper-
.ience of the 1970s, whgn.the«éducation lohby's "Big

.. Sixﬂ and Charled Lee's ‘Committee on Full Funding.

e .

AN
S~ turned back President Nixop's?attempts to dismantle
~ the Great Society programs, in education (Nixon in

fact ended up supporting a much heavier federal

L . o - s

invodlvement in higher education),24 and alsos from /
~ . ' ‘ R

the NEA's love affair with President Carter, that -

‘ . : the* tridngular alliances forged in educatfon were
A}

powerful indeed — and that "it all basitally started
. R < -
~~* with Lyndon Johnson, and especially from his rather

N .
-

frenetic task forcing.

.

”

A final.irony is that the relative*immaturity of

L ! !
) L iron triangles in educatipn in the early 1960s pro-,

vided the Gardner outside task forge of 1964 and the
Keppel lnteragency task force of 1965 w1th unusual
AR
- rodm to maneuver., But by ‘the end- ofy the Johnson

administration, the very prollferatlon of Great

Society programs that task forCLng had spurred in

-

» turn reinforced the growing network of iron tr1ang1es

o~ .
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. z -
with a "vested interest in max1m1ng thglr proflt from
A
the programmgtlc .status quo. So JohnSon and Gardner

and ‘Cater and Keppel and Cannon all enjoyed ChELE - .

’. ~ , .
magic moment in the mlqdle 1960s, and these_extremely '

\ capab}e crvii servants'expioitealit superbly. Their

" task forcing considerably short;oircufted the .
bpreaucracies, as they were designed to dg. Yet to .

“the coqsiderable degree to which they.came g ¢
eventually tQ‘represent the bureaucracies themselvesf |

they gave themselves a kind of beneficent'hotfootf

4

But 1f the fastest game in thdt most political of R

towns in the 1960s’ was ‘task forcing, by the 1970s the

3
4
et
-
)

smart money was on the irothriangels that had flowed 1%%

1 =

from the Great Soc1ety s programmatlc largesse, and

A Y

that 1ron1ca11y represented the Weberian trlumph of .- %

-bureaucratic hegemony that task forc1ng was de%lgned
A ' R . ) ' . R .
- to circumvent or subvert in the first place. The -4

work of Charles. lee's Committee on Full Funding was ° -

remarkably efféctive in that effort, but Thomas -

- Wolanin knows far more about tHat than I'do; so I

T - ~w111 turn to the 1970s w1th proper deference.

’ That flnal Weberiaw irony is relnforced by the

. circularity of our present political'circumstance,

A Which finds the Reagan administration moying boldly ’ Ty
. X . . :

to dismantle the superstructure of fhe Great Sqgiety,’

+ o~

with federal, education programs high on hié‘hitﬁiist,
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. i v \m' . /
and lwith the public school system in danggrous R
disrepute. My own hi'storical narrative must bless- "
.
/

edly end with 1969, but I intend to write an )

»

. epilogue that brings us to the ironical present, -~

' one based on the secondary literature and designed

. . . ' - } \

quite frankly to make some value judgments about how

L3
~ well, thi's extraordinary programmatic legacy of the
4 - "IJ

1960s has‘Wprked-L—and why. .I will do this self-

1

consciously ?p“a historian'of public policy dealing

’ in perilous contemporary terrain, but concentrating

primarily on policy implementation and evaluation,
' ‘rather than on my earlier concerns forﬁpollcy orlgln,
innovation, and 1eglslat1ve formulatlon.
,C%garly, puch of what was done\w#s of great and

. .
= timely benefit .to public educational purposes. Doc
Howe's 'things" programs were helping open a new

- ‘ community college almost every week during the late

1960s, and doing so without é Federal Ministry of

¥ . /

Education telling them what to teach. Even many of

N
’ ’ »
. -

the ‘moré vulnerable ”people” programs- were investing SN
publlc monies w1se]y, providlag schalarship grants\

§

and generOusly SUbSlleng tu;'a'on”loans for the .
o_v\d erfec ol o Ties y - , o

- ) talented’ncedy&\as well as the middle class, and

providing research and artistic grants for the'ﬁ»o

-

national endowments to award: to such deserving

) . scholars as .you and me. * | _ /(
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» - . ." -
"people' programs of the Great

.

' But many;of the
Sgc{e;&l.and eépécially Ehe Titie I guts of the ESEA;
with its assorted Head Start édd‘Follow,Thfaugh
acéouterments, were ‘both theoretically and pgéitically

based on the antipoverty model. They wefe grounded

+

in ¢the vggue new social science theory of human capital,

\4

and thereby'generatéd naive expectations that prbgrams

and practlce were bound to disappoint. 23 And dis-

appoint they‘did, with a vengqgincé that'led‘so manf
of our colleagﬁes in the 1970s to disown, 'like Pontius

t
Pilate, the troubled legacy of .their own handiwork.

'We‘all.ﬁitnessed that té}id dgbate during the late

~

1960s thaf'ﬁgnged through the 1970s over Coleman and
Jencks and the Westinghouse and ,the Tempo study, and
Milbrey McLaughbin's devastating RAND 'study of Title

1.26 The deBate.continués, with more recent assertions

from the NIE and the National Assessment for Educational

L

Progress thdt compensatory education can work, and

yet another new Rand study blqstlng Title I programs
27

as dlsruptlve and confusing to the students So
. who are we to beliewe,znu\how does the historian y
best sort this out? o)

In my own layman's view, such federal inter&entionisf

”people” programs seem generally to have worked poorly,

-
x

dnﬁfﬁor a comblnatlon of rather dlfferent reasons.

T L
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Far too much.was expected, of them, owing-to the .
, . P

.* misplaced egphorfa of human resources theory, and
the codcopitant arrpgance of applied ,and reformist - _
' p ’ social science.’ Féde?af funds were widely but thinly‘>
applied to remedy a massive problem; even annual .

expenditures of '$1-2-billion répresented less than

| ‘ten ,percent of the nation's educatiodal budget. i\\d//
. Evaluation was biilt into their programmatic design, )
. ' ) producing early and mora}e—sapping disappointments.

. 4 Th7 nature of sthe federal pdﬂ?ticél,system; and . .
especially the nonfederal‘educatlonal system, produced
political compromises that blunted effeciency.
Worse, such compensatory educatlon programs led to
- segregatlon of the dlsadvantaged target groupsy

. ‘ Thneeén T, &
i . partly for reasdns of accountlng and atuditing and

. A
logistics,, as with Title I, partly because4of pollti§a1 b
dnd‘ideological demands, as wit ilingual edhcation. .
<> Indeed, the best analyses that I have seen of the
bilingual education programs (as dlSClnCC from b1—
lingual pedogogical theory, which had very little to

do w1th the controlling politics of the programs), .

‘would rank ?t as the pre-eminent example of Great -

e

-

N Society Disasters.

But as Wilbur Cohen cautions, it may be too early

L >

to make historical judgments about such recent programs

e




-

with much confidence or fairness. We would

not hgvé wanteq\to pass final jquménts 6n the ~
‘Morrill Act's land grant collegé system in, say,
1882; Head Start was begun with spectacular
publﬁcﬂpromisé in 1965,e§éﬁ a decade of subsequent

¥ -

and tonétant\evaluétion was devastating. Yet

a

a symposium on early childhood intervehtion sponso¥xed

in 1977 by the American Association for the Advancement

of Stience found accumulating evidence of a,
"sleeper effect" of late developing gains that
seemed permanent, but that could not have been -~

detected.earlier.29 Perhaps historians. have.

the ultimate’ advantage in ewgluation research.

7
*

Because they are custodians of the temporal -
dimension. Lester Salamon has recently démbnstrated
the utility of long-term-evaluation by studying
tﬁe New Deal{s "resettlement program', which
opened land-ownership gpportunities to Ghousaéds
of black southern'sﬁarecroppers in the late
193d§s and early 1940:}. A conservative Congress
kil}ed the Fafm Security Adminigtration during
Wo¥ld War Il With a whoop, but Salamon conpludesﬁ
that the reséttlement program transformed a

gr rup of landless black tenants into a éermane%t
landed middle class that emerged ih C‘E 1966:%

# ' -
as the backbone of the civil rights movement in
30 ’

the rural South. =
<D

A
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\ So I stand properly cautioned in my assessment
.b‘., — ’ ) ] -
\ of the Eﬁgond Récofstructibn‘iq federa™T education . _
; : Cot
o policy,ywhile pather critically emphasizing. its

b}
PN -

ambiguous quality, its unintended consequences,

Ao >
* and the mutual frustrations that flow from the

N - . . . L . ,
federal-state-local relationship._ After all, = .
, . - 3
, that ambigu%ty seems.sp be inherent in the nature @& - . ) &
» '.) of reconstructions in America. The authors . 4 ,

of the 'First Reconstruction scarcely ifttended

their crowning achievement, the Fourteenth >

<

Ay

¥

.7 Amendment, to be used for a century primariiy as
d * -a defense forecorporate freedom, and scarcely :

~ . Ahe s ‘
at all as a\ defense foEAfr%edmen's freedom. . ?

I believe that Donald Warren will join he¢in Yo b

- -

hoping that the Second.Reconstruction fares ~,
P . !

better than the first, bug 'also in insisting upon . o

—— * / .
a tougﬁ@indeaﬁanalys;s of its goals in relation

o grtene s

1

to its achievements. , & .

¢
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